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The policy of prevention through denial won’t be
enough to cope with the potential of tomorrow’s
proliferators.

—Secretary of Defense Les Aspin

AL THOUGH WE MAY re joice 
at the end of the cold war, a
host of scat tered and dan ger -
ous chal lenges re main. We
must rec og nize the be dev il -
ing trou bles to the United
States that loom ahead: eco -

nomic stag na tion; over popu la tion; en vi ron -
mental deg ra da tion; in ter na tional crime and
drug traf fick ing; eth nic, re lig ious, ra cial, and
na tion al is tic con flict; ter ror ism; and the
spread of in fec tious dis eases. Of all the per ils
fac ing us to day, the new est and most se ri ous is
the global spread of nu clear, bio logi cal, and
chemi cal (NBC) weap ons—com monly called
weap ons of mass de struc tion (WMD)—and
their means of de liv ery.

This threat poses se ri ous chal lenges to US
na tional se cu rity in ter ests in this post- cold-
 war en vi ron ment. To meet this chal lenge suc -
cess fully, we must seek a com mon ap proach
with like- minded al lies. A key com po nent in
ad dress ing the evolv ing pro lif era tion risks will 
be a col lec tive US/North At lan tic Treaty Or -
gani za tion (NATO) po liti cal and mili tary re -
sponse.



As de tailed here, a number of would- be
pro lif era tors are ac tively in volved in the ac -
qui si tion of ma te ri als and the tech nol ogy to
de velop these weap ons. Re cent events in the
former So viet Un ion make the il licit di ver -
sion or theft of weap ons and ma te ri als ever
more likely. Con se quently, af ter much prod -
ding, NATO has em barked on a pro gram to
de velop and field ca pa bili ties to coun ter the
grow ing pro lif era tion threat.

This ar ti cle ar gues, how ever, that the re -
cently ap proved pro gram adopted by NATO
is not af ford able in full and that a number of
NATO part ners are not in ter ested in ac tively
par tici pat ing. The rea sons in clude philo -
sophi cal dif fer ences over the de fen sive na -
ture of the Al li ance, coun ter pro lif era tion ef -
forts be ing sub sumed in larger
defense- cooperation ef forts, and strong re sis -
tance from the pub lic sec tor to match NA TO’s 
po liti cal rheto ric with the nec es sary fund -
ing—which must come from di min ish ing
mili tary budg ets. The ar ti cle fur ther sug gests
that NATO, be cause of these re ali ties, should
scale back its cur rent pro gram and ex tend the
time lines for im ple men ta tion.

There are, how ever, more mod est but no
less ef fec tive func tional ap proaches to the
pro lif era tion prob lem. Three ini tia tives pro -
posed here fo cus on in tel li gence re quire -
ments, a pro gram of co op era tion, and doc -
trine/train ing—all es sen tial to a suc cess ful
col lec tive re sponse to this threat. Per haps
these pro pos als will stimu late thought about
re al is tic, uni fied ap proaches to coun ter this
threat and will en cour age use ful dia logue on
how both the United States and NATO can

suc cess fully meet the pro lif era tion chal lenge
within cur rent fis cal and po liti cal re ali ties.

Clear and Present Danger:
The Proliferation of Weapons

of Mass Destruction

The paradox of the end of the Cold War is that
there is less threat, but also less peace.

—Manfred Wörner
NATO Secretary-General

The threat of WMD pro lif era tion con tin -
ues to grow de spite long- standing, con -
certed meas ures to stem the tide.1 Pro lif era -
tors of these weap ons in clude some of the
larg est and small est, rich est and poor est
coun tries, led by some of the most re ac tion -
ary and un sta ble re gimes. Al though un clas -
si fied es ti mates vary, at least 20 coun -
tries 2—nearly half of them in the Mid dle East 
and South Asia—al ready have or may be de -
vel op ing these weap ons.3

The Arms Con trol and Dis ar ma ment
Agen cy’s an nual arms con trol com pli ance
re port gives a gloomy as sess ment of the con -
tinu ing ef forts of would- be pro lif era tors to
ac quire these weap ons and de liv ery sys -
tems.4 For ex am ple, Syria and Iran con tinue
to de velop bio logi cal war fare (BW) ca pa bili -
ties,5 and Libya has dem on strated a well-
 publicized ca pa bil ity of de vel op ing chemi -
cal weap ons in ad di tion to its at tempt to es -
tab lish a bio logi cal war fare ca pa bil ity.6 New 
dis clo sures arise al most daily about Iraq’s
NBC pro grams.7 That would- be pro lif era -
tors con tinue to see a use for these types of
weap ons de spite non pro lif era tion ef forts is
il lus trated by the re cent re port that evi -
dently Bos nia is now also pro duc ing and
stock pil ing chemi cal weap ons.8

Grow ing evi dence in di cates that Rus sia
has failed to fully dis man tle its chemi cal
and bio logi cal weap ons pro grams,9 and
fright en ingly loose con trols and lax se cu -
rity over Rus sia’s nu clear weap ons and ma -
te ri als stock piles have raised se ri ous con -
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cerns w i t h i n  t h e  i n  t e r  n a  t i o n a l
com mu nity.1 0 Poli ti cal tur moil and eco -
nomic prob lems faced by the former So viet
Un ion have increased the like li hood of nu -
clear pro lif era tion, with over two mil lion
pounds of weapons- usable ura nium and plu -
to nium scat tered through out Rus sia and the
Newly In de pendent States. Fur ther, the po -
ten tial for tran sna tional ter ror ist groups or
other state ac tors to ac quire “loose nukes” or 
the ma te ri als to make other NBC weap ons is
a fright en ing re al ity.11

This “creep ing” pro lif era tion is be com -
ing mili tar ily more sig nifi cant. The fact that 
US forces will op er ate with other NATO or
coa li tion forces raises ques tions about the
po liti cal and mili tary im pact of NBC weap -
ons on Al li ance co he sion. For ex am ple, in
the event of an NBC threat, it will not be suf -
fi cient for US forces alone to have ade quate
pro tec tive equip ment. An ad ver sary might
ex ploit gaps in the passive- defense ca pa bili -
ties of coa li tion part ners, thereby un der -
min ing the coa li tion and pos ing acute prob -
lems for po liti cal lead ers and mili tary
com mand ers alike.

Given the ex ten sive ef forts of cer tain
states and tran sna tional groups to ac quire
these weap ons, one can make a number of
as sump tions about the threat. First, like
our ef forts to coun ter drug smug gling, no
mat ter how ef fec tive our non pro lif era tion 
ef forts may be, we will never achieve com -
plete suc cess. Sec ond, we can not as sume
that our de ter rence strate gies are credi ble
or will work.12 Third, fixed- site mili tary
in stal la tions and ur ban cen ters will com -
prise the most at trac tive tar gets and will
prove more dif fi cult to de fend than de -
ployed com bat forces. Un scru pu lous
states may em ploy tran sna tional ter ror ists 
to ex pand ma jor re gional con flicts by con -
duct ing NBC as saults against US and al lied 
tar  gets  else  where—es pe c ia l ly  in  s ide
Europe or the United States. Rec og niz ing
the va lid ity of these and other con cerns,
NATO even tu ally be gan to de velop new
poli cies and pro grams to im prove its abili -
ties to de fend against coun tries that seek
such weap ons.

NATO Framework for
Response to WMD

Proliferation: A Work in
Progress

We attach the utmost importance to preventing
the proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction
. . . and, where this has occurred, to reversing it
through diplomatic means. . . . As a defensive
alliance, NATO is addressing the range of
capabilities needed to discourage WMD
proliferation and use. It must also be prepared,
if necessary, to counter this risk and thereby
protect NATO’s population, territory, and
forces.

—NATO Defense Planning
Committee, 8 June 1995

As early as 1991, NATO lead ers, by adopt -
ing the NATO stra te gic con cept, rec og nized
the risks posed by “the pro lif era tion of . . .
weap ons of mass de struc tion and bal lis tic
mis siles ca pa ble of reach ing the ter ri tory of
some mem ber states of the Al li ance” and ac -
knowl edged that the pro lif era tion of WMD
re quired spe cial at ten tion by the Al li ance.1 3

NATO rec og nized that “Al li ance se cu rity
must also take ac count of the global con text”
of the mul ti fac eted, mul ti di rec tional risks to
NATO se cu rity and “be ca pa ble of re spond ing 
to [WMD pro lif era tion] if sta bil ity in Europe
and the se cu rity of Al li ance mem bers are to be 
pre served.”14 Nev er the less, ini tial re sponse to
a US pro posal of 1993 to un der take a “coun -
ter pro lif era tion”1 5 ini tia tive (CPI) simi lar to
the US un der tak ing was luke warm.16

Al though some Al li ance part ners shared
the Clin ton ad min istra tion’s evalua tion of
the WMD threat, most did not—and none
have felt the need to re spond as strongly as
did the United States. Evi dence of this at ti -
tude in cludes (1) dis agree ments over ex port
con trols on dual- use tech nolo gies, (2) the in -
abil ity of the United States to pre vent the sale
of nu clear re ac tors and other tech nolo gies to
Iran, and (3) the de bate over how to re dress
North Ko rea’s nu clear17 and mis sile ac tivi -
ties.18 Many Al li ance mem bers chafed at US
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ef forts to im pose pen al ties against des ig nated 
“rogues.”19

US coun ter pro lif era tion ef forts have been
ad dressed and criti cized ex haus tively else -
where,20 and the De part ment of De fense

(DOD) has pro vided de tailed re ports on its
pro gram.21 Briefly, the ma jor ob jec tives of the 
US de fense coun ter pro lif era tion ini tia tive are 
to pre vent the ac qui si tion of WMD and mis -
sile ca pa bili ties, roll back pro lif era tion, de ter
the use of WMD, and adapt US mili tary forces
and plan ning to op er ate against and de feat a
WMD- armed ad ver sary.22 In 1995 the Joint
Chiefs of Staff adopted a pri ori tized list of 15
“Ar eas for Ca pa bil ity En hance ments [to]
meet the chal lenges posed by WMD pro lif era -
tion threats.”23 DOD es ti mates that in fis cal
year 1995 it spent about $1 bil lion of its
budget to fund uniquely non pro lif era -
tion/coun ter pro lif era tion ap pli ca tions and
an other $3 bil lion on strongly re lated pro -
grams.24 It spent about $3.8 bil lion in fis cal
year 19962 5 and ex pects to spend $4.3 bil lion
for fis cal year 1997 (in clud ing ap proxi mately
$2.9 bil lion for mis sile de fense).2 6 Set ting
aside mis sile de fense, these amounts far ex -
ceed cur rent and an tici pated ex pen di tures by
our NATO part ners. As of this writ ing, NATO
has not pro jected any es ti mates for its pro -
posed coun ter pro lif era tion ef forts.

Al though key NATO al lies ex pressed mis -
giv ings over the US coun ter pro lif era tion ini-
tia tive,27 grow ing aware ness ex isted within
NATO that non pro lif era tion ef forts had
failed to pre vent pro lif era tors from de vel op -
ing WMD ca pa bili ties.28 In par ticu lar, South -
ern Flank mem bers be came in creas ingly con -
cerned over the well- publicized ef forts of
some Mid dle East ern states at ac quir ing NBC
weap ons and mis sile ca pa bili ties. Sub se -

quently, with US prod ding, at the North At -
lan tic Coun cil (NAC) sum mit of Janu ary
1994, the Al li ance di rected that “work be gin
im me di ately . . . to de velop an over all pol icy
frame work to con sider how to re in force on -
go ing pre ven tion ef forts and how to re duce
the pro lif era tion threat and pro tect against
it.”29

This marked a new stage in the Al li ance’s
grow ing rec og ni tion of the need to ex pand
NA TO’s po liti cal and de fense ef forts against
the pro lif era tion threat. France iden ti fied
WMD pro lif era tion as a “se ri ous dan ger to the 
na tion’s vi tal in ter ests.”3 0 Great Brit ain, who,
like France, had in ter ests out side the NATO
arena, also sup ported meas ures to al low for
out- of- area re sponses by Al li ance forces
against a po ten tial pro lif era tor but saw less
risk and there fore less need to re spond to such 
threats to the United King dom (UK).31 Other
NATO mem bers, how ever, saw less ur gency in 
em bark ing on an Al li ance ini tia tive to coun -
ter pro lif era tion threats.3 2

Two ex pert groups were es tab lished in ac -
cor dance with the de ci sion of the sum mit of
Janu ary 1994. The first group, des ig nated the
Sen ior Political- Military Group on Pro lif era -
tion (SGP), was re spon si ble for con sult ing on
spe cific pro lif era tion threats, de vel op ing the
broad pol icy frame work for the Al li ance ap -
proach to pro lif era tion, and—on a con tinu ing
ba sis—de ter min ing how NATO could best
com ple ment on go ing pre ven tion ef forts in
other fo rums. The sec ond group, the Sen ior
De fence Group on Pro lif era tion (DGP), fo -
cused on the de fense as pects of pro lif era tion.
Its task in volved iden ti fy ing the se cu rity im -
pli ca tions of pro lif era tion for Al li ance de -
fense plan ning, as sess ing al lied mili tary ca pa -
bili ties to pro tect against and dis cour age
WMD pro lif era tion, and rec om mend ing ad -
di tional as- required ca pa bili ties.33 The group
was also asked to con sider how NA TO’s de -
fense pos ture might com ple ment the Al li -
ance’s pre ven tion ef forts.34 A Joint Com mit -
tee on Pro lif era tion (JCP) con soli dated and
har mo nized the work of the two groups.
How ever, since the JCP, chaired by the NATO
dep uty secretary- general, meets ir regu larly,
the real fo cus of work re mained in the DGP.
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The SGP quickly drafted an “Al li ance Pol -
icy Frame work” docu ment that was sub se -
quently is sued as an agreed state ment of
NATO pol icy dur ing the meet ing of for eign
min is ters in Is tan bul in June 1994.35 Here, for
the first time, the Al li ance en dorsed a work
pro gram to ad dress the mili tary ca pa bili ties
needed to de ter threats or use of WMD.3 6 The
DGP was tasked to (1) con duct a com pre hen -
sive as sess ment of the risks to the Al li ance
posed by pro lif era tion, (2) iden tify a range of
ca pa bili ties needed to sup port NA TO’s de -
fense pos ture against WMD, and (3) as sess Al -
li ance and na tional ca pa bili ties with the ob -
jec tive of iden ti fy ing cur rent ef forts to
over come vul ner abili ties and rec om mend ing 
spe cific meas ures to meet ex ist ing de fi cien -
cies.

In a re cent ar ti cle, Am bas sa dor Rob ert Jo -
seph dis cussed at length the DGP’s ac com -
plish ments and find ings in ful fill ing the first
two tasks.37 Es sen tially, the as sess ment of
risks, com pleted in De cem ber 1994,38 par al -
lels in most re spects US as sess ments, al -
though be cause of po liti cal sen si tivi ties over
iden ti fy ing spe cific re gions and coun tries of
pro lif era tion con cern, the re port re mains
clas si fied. As with pub lic pro nounce ments by 
the United States,39 the re port dif fer en ti ated
be tween the dif fer ent types of threats and the
kinds of weap ons the Al li ance might face.
Sub se quently, the Al li ance pub licly rec og -
nized that a number of states on the pe riph -
ery of the Al li ance con tinue to de velop or are
ac quir ing the ca pa bil ity to pro duce WMD
and that these ef forts pose a po ten tial
threat.40

The next re port, among other things, ad -
dressed the im pli ca tions of NBC pro lif era tion 
for NATO de fense plan ning and iden ti fied a
range of ca pa bili ties needed by the Al li ance.4 1

These find ings em pha sized the need for the
Al li ance to pos sess a “core” set of ca pa bili ties, 
such as

stra te gic and op era tional in tel li gence, in -
clud ing early- warning data;
com mu ni ca tions to pro vide auto mated and
de ploy able com mand and con trol;

the ca pa bil ity to lo cate and track mo bile tar -
gets con tinu ously by wide- area ground sur -
veil lance;
ca pa bili ties for the de tec tion, iden ti fi ca tion,
and warn ing of chemi cal and bio logi cal haz -
ards;
pro tec tion for de ployed forces against the
threat from manned air craft, tac ti cal bal lis tic 
(thea ter bal lis tic mis sile de fense) and cruise
mis siles;
in di vid ual pro tec tive equip ment for de -
ployed forces against bio logi cal and chemi -
cal agents;
com puter mod el ing and simu la tion;
spe cial ized ca pa bili ties to at tack NBC tar -
gets, to in clude spe cial mu ni tions for NBC-
 agent de feat and hard ened NBC tar gets; and
col lec tive pro tec tion equip ment and de con -
tami na tion fa cili ties.42

The iden ti fi ca tion of these needed ca pa -
bili ties tracks with the CPI of the United
States.43 The re port fur ther stressed the need
to in te grate these core ca pa bili ties since a mix 
of ca pa bili ties would pro vide the firm est ba sis 
for de ter ring or pro tect ing against pro lif era -
tion risks.44

The third and fi nal DGP re port iden ti fied
de fi cien cies or short falls in Al li ance mili -
tary ca pa bili ties; iden ti fied re quire ments
for em bed ding pro lif era tion con cerns in Al -
li ance and na tional pol icy, doc trine, plan -
ning, train ing, and ex er cis ing; ex am ined ar -
eas for im prove ment and co op era tion; and
es tab lished a work plan to ad dress iden ti -
fied short falls. The NAC sub se quently en -
dorsed the DGP rec om men da tions for im -
prove ments to Al li ance mili tary ca pa bili ties 
as well as the pro gram of work and time line
set forth in the re port.4 5 A key shift in fo cus
oc curred, how ever, at the meet ing of 13
June 1996 in Brus sels, when the de fense
min is ters em pha sized that, in view of NA -
TO’s new (non- Article 5) mis sions,46 they
would place greater em pha sis and a higher
pri or ity on the pro tec tion of de ployed
forces rather than home land de fense.47

The re port ac com plished sev eral things.
First, it iden ti fied a number of ca pa bil ity
short falls. The short falls and needed ca pa bili -
ties par al lel in large ex tent those iden ti fied by
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the re port of the US Coun ter pro lif era tion
Pro gram Re view Com mit tee (CPRC)48 and
those pre vi ously dis cussed.49 Sec ond, it pri -
ori tized the re quire ments of de fense sys tems.
Fi nally, it rec om mended that NATO in sti tu -
tion al ize the as sess ment pro cess in the Al li -
ance’s fu ture de fense plan ning ef forts. The
re port pri ori tized the short falls into three
“tiers.” Tier one in cludes those “core, in te gra -
tive ca pa bili ties” dis cussed in the sec ond re -
port.50 Short falls were iden ti fied in each of
the needed ca pa bili ties, and the first 23 of 39

“ac tion plans” were de vel oped to ad dress
tier- one short falls.

Tier two in cludes those mili tary ca pa bili -
ties that—when com bined with the core, in te -
gra tive ca pa bili ties—would con trib ute sig nifi -
cantly to Al li ance po liti cal aims and
op era tional ob jec tives, as well as re spond to
ex ist ing con di tions and ex pected near- term
trends. These ca pa bili ties in clude

com puter mod el ing and simu la tion;
lay ered de fense against tac ti cal bal lis tic mis -
siles for de ployed forces;
un manned aer ial ve hi cles, un at tended
ground sen sors, and land- sensor ve hi cles;
medi cal coun ter mea sures;
deep strike and in ter dic tion;
deep- penetrating mu ni tions;
spe cial mu ni tions for de feat ing chemi cal or
bio logi cal agents;
col lec tive pro tec tion against chemi cal/bio -
logi cal agents; and
per sonal and site de con tami na tion.51

The rest of the ac tion plans were de signed to
ad dress short falls iden ti fied in these ar eas.52

Fi nally, tier- three ca pa bili ties are those iden -
ti fied as im por tant but not es sen tial at the

pres ent time in ad dress ing pro lif era tion risks;
con se quently, they were not con sid ered.

The DGP rec om mended pur suit of a time-
 phased ap proach for im ple ment ing the rec -
om mended ca pa bil ity im prove ments. Near-
 term (un de fined but proba bly no later than
2002—the cur rent five- year plan ning pe riod)53

ef forts in clude im ple men ta tion of an ini tial
pro gram of work (iden ti fied in 39 ac tion plans
con tained in the re port) by the end of 1997.
The DGP rec og nized that, given the nor mal
two- year plan ning cy cle, it was not pos si ble to 
in clude the short falls in the force pro pos als
for 1996, al though it did rec og nize that ex ist -
ing force goals al ready ad dressed some of the
ca pa bili ties.

Con se quently, the DGP pro posed the ini-
 tiation of “catch- up” force pro pos als as an ex -
ten sion of the Force Goals pro cess of 1996.5 4

It sug gested the utili za tion of com mon fund -
ing or pro cure ment and rec om mended the
ini tia tion of ad di tional force pro pos als to
meet de scribed short falls, in clud ing re vi sion
of ex ist ing force goals, where nec es sary, to
sup ple ment the al ready ap proved Force Goals 
pack age.5 5 The DGP rec og nized, how ever,
that fur ther weigh ing and pri ori ti za tion of ca -
pa bil ity im prove ments would need to oc cur
in the con text of NA TO’s over all re quire -
ments.

The DGP rec om mended (and the min is ters 
ap proved) that these re vised goals fo cus on
the pro tec tion of de ploy ing out- of- area forces 
through both de fen sive and re spon sive ca pa -
bili ties.56 Based on the ap proved DGP rec om -
men da tions, the NATO mili tary authori ties
and mili tary staff re viewed ex ist ing force
goals and drafted an ac tion plan to ad dress all
re quired ca pa bili ties, both short- and long-
 term.57 A number of NATO and Su preme
Head quar ters Al lied Pow ers Europe (SHAPE)
staff mem bers em pha sized that near- term
coun ter pro lif era tion ef forts would fo cus on
en hanc ing or cre at ing ca pa bili ties for large
for ma tions of de ploy able NATO forces. The
lat ter in cluded a com bined (sev eral coun -
tries) joint (sev eral serv ices) task force
(CJTF)58 or the Al lied Com mand Europe
(ACE) Rapid Re ac tion Corps (ARRC),59 op er at -
ing in a WMD en vi ron ment but not en hanc -
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ing a cur rent de fen sive ca pa bil ity.60 Al though 
staf fers clearly rec og nized the long- term pro -
lif era tion threat, such as bal lis tic mis sile de -
vel op ments by pro lif er ant coun tries, they
con sid ered cur rent prog ress in de vel op ing
de fen sive ca pa bili ties suf fi cient.6 1

At its meet ing in De cem ber 1996, the NAC
en dorsed the new and re vised force goals,62

but a number of hur dles re mained—not the
least of which was an un will ing ness by many
NATO mem bers, for po liti cal and eco nomic
rea sons, to fully ac cede to the an tici pated
costs of this am bi tious pro gram. The Al li ance
would need to com mit re sources in a pe riod
of de clin ing mili tary budg ets to meet the pro -
lif era tion chal lenges. The ques tion is, Will Al -
li ance mem bers be will ing to de vote nec es -
sary re sources in a time of shrink ing budg ets?
More than likely, the pro posed full pro gram
and time ta bles, though laud able, will not be
met.

The Budgetary Dilemma and
Other Obstacles

No matter what they’re telling ya, they ain’t telling
the whole truth; and no matter what they’re
talking about, they’re talking about money!

—Western American aphorism

A number of ob sta cles stand in the way of
full im ple men ta tion of this pro gram. The
first is pri mar ily con cep tual—that is, what the
Al li ance thinks about the se cu rity im pli ca -
tions of pro lif era tion and de ter rence. In deed,
one criti cal fac tor re mains how Al li ance po -
liti cal lead ers truly per ceive the threat—spe -
cifi cally, whether they see NBC and mis sile
pro lif era tion as rep re sent ing a fun da men tal
change in their in di vid ual and col lec tive se -
cu rity en vi ron ment. Per haps the DGP’s great -
est ac com plish ment has been NA TO’s ac cep -
tance that pro lif era tion has the po ten tial to
pro foundly af fect the Al li ance’s se cu rity and
its abil ity to act in re gions be yond its bor -
ders.6 3

On the other hand, the na tional lead er ship 
and the pub lic in sev eral key al lied na tions do 
not see WMD pro lif era tion as a sig nifi cant

threat—cer tainly not to the de gree so viv idly
and dra mati cally re flected in Presi dent Clin -
ton’s dec la ra tion of a na tional emer gency.64

In ter est ingly, ex cept in the con text of NATO
an ti pro lif era tion ef forts, none of the other Al -

li ance mem bers have ex pressly ad dressed or
claimed that pro lif era tion is a high na tional
pri or ity. When asked, United King dom, Ger -
man, French, Dutch, Ital ian, and other al lied
de fense of fi cials ad mit ted that both their
pub lics and their par lia ments per ceived the
threat as small and would not sup port in -
creas ing de fense budg ets.65 Al though the DGP 
did an ad mi ra ble and thor ough job of rank ing 
the types of threats and de vel op ing ac tion
plans to ad dress short falls, it was not tasked to 
ad dress the ques tion (nor proba bly should it
have been) of where within a hi er ar chi cal or -
der of na tional or Al li ance se cu rity in ter ests
coun ter pro lif era tion should fall. NATO pro -
nounce ments to the con trary, for most par lia -
ments look ing to save scarce fis cal re sources,
the an swer lies not very far up on the list.

An ar gua bly in sur mount able hur dle is the
pres ent fis cally con strained en vi ron ment that 
has al ready re sulted in de clin ing mili tary
budg ets for vir tu ally every Al li ance mem ber.
In deed, at the NAC min is te rial meet ing of
June 1996, for eign min is ters rec og nized that
sig nifi cant force re duc tions and lower readi -
ness lev els have oc curred as a re sult, at least
partly, of per cep tions of an end- of- the- cold-
 war divi dend.66

Un for tu nately, with its CPI goal of elimi -
nat ing per ceived vul ner abili ties, the United
States ap pears to be uni lat er ally work ing on
all short fall ar eas, even though the al lies have
simi lar pro grams. One DOD of fi cial even in -
di cated, not with stand ing prior po liti cal pro -
nounce ments, that the United States is not in -
ter ested in bur den shar ing when it comes to
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ad dress ing pro lif era tion con cerns.67 Al -
though proba bly over stated, such a re mark
does re flect the fact that co op era tive ef forts, if 
any, are more ori ented to wards shar ing in for -
ma tion, ad dress ing in teroper abil ity con -
cerns, and stan dard iz ing equip ment and sys -
tems, than to wards es tab lish ing col labo ra tive 
ef forts or sup port ing a par ticu larly prom is ing 
na tional ac qui si tion pro gram over other
simi lar, but less prom is ing, pro grams.

Fur ther, shrink ing or stag nant de fense
budg ets will make it dif fi cult to sup port new
ini tia tives. Cuts in non mili tary spend ing
have al ready spawned a number of pro tests in 
Europe, and no gov ern ment is will ing to risk
po liti cal im mo la tion by sac ri fic ing so cial pro -
grams to meet un speci fied fu ture threats. Al -
ter na tively, cut ting mili tary spend ing is rela -
tively safe po liti cally be cause of a per ceived
ab sence of threat and a per va sive am biva -
lence about any sepa ra tion of Euro pean and
Ameri can de fense in ter ests. As one sen ior
French de fense of fi cial said, “It is true that
you have some coun tries in Europe that are
com pletely re ly ing on Ameri can pro tec tion
and have aban doned any idea of their own
de fense. They have pa per head quar ters and
pa per ar mies.”6 8

NATO- Europe has col lec tively seen its de -
fense ex pen di tures shrink from 3.6 per cent of 
the gross na tional prod uct to 2.3 per cent. Key
al lies are slash ing their budg ets in such a way
as to make any new ini tia tives prob lem atic.
The French mili tary pro cure ment budget of
1996 had al ready been slashed by $5 bil lion,
and France has been forced to back out of a
number of joint pro cure ment proj ects. For
ex am ple, in April 1997 France an nounced its
with drawal from joint de vel op ment (with the 
United States, Ger many, and It aly) of a me -
dium ex tended air de fense sys tem (MEADS)69

and ini tially re fused to pro vide fi nan cial
back ing for the Euro pean Fu ture Large Air -
craft (FLA), a long- distance trans port plane
de signed to in clude NBC pro tec tion equip -
ment.7 0 Ironi cally, one of the big gest sup port -
ers of NA TO’s coun ter pro lif era tion ef forts
has al ready been un able to sup port two key
pro grams.71

Ger many is also dra mati cally cut ting back
its mili tary, and the Ger man pub lic has no in -
ter est in spend ing more on de fense.72 As one
Ger man staff of fi cer noted, “There is no na -
tion wide in ter est in spend ing more on de -
fend ing against pro lif era tion risks. It is just
the op po site.” 73 The United King dom is pro -
ject ing zero budget growth with mod est re -
duc tions in per son nel and, in terms of the
Gen eral De fense Plan, an ac tual slight de -
crease in de fense spend ing from 3.1 per cent
to 2.7 per cent by 1998–99.74 Other Al li ance
mem bers are suf fer ing from simi lar or even
harsher de fense budget cuts.7 5

Ac cord ing to NATO of fi cials, by ap prov ing
the DGP re port, sev eral de fense min is ters
made it clear that they were by no means sign -
ing up or agree ing to fund the pro posed ac -
tion plans when the costs are fully as sessed.
That, of course, will have to await the out -
come of the catch- up Force Goals pro cess.
What ever the mer its of a coun ter pro lif era tion 
pro gram within NATO, one can cer tainly
make the case that NATO en large ment and
not pro lif era tion con cerns will take cen ter
stage po liti cally and de mand the most for re -
pri ori tiz ing al ready scarce budg et ary re -
sources.76 A re cent RAND study es ti mates that
$20 to $70 bil lion would be re quired of the 16 
cur rent mem bers over a 10- to 15- year pe riod
for three new mem bers,77 with the to tal cost
of NATO ex pan sion pro jected be tween $61
and $125 bil lion.78

In the face of these com pet ing in ter ests, it
is no won der that Al li ance mem bers have
been less than en thu si as tic. One DOD of fi cial
ar gued that the DGP is not as sum ing any in -
crease in de fense budg ets but is look ing for a
re al lo ca tion of re sources.7 9 Yet, while one
might ar gue that agree ing to amended 1996
Force Goals sim ply means rea lign ing budget
pri ori ties, surely add ing new force pro pos als
means in creas ing budg ets, giv ing up other
pro grams, or mak ing re duc tions in other ar -
eas that Al li ance mem bers are not likely to
make—at least not with out pain ful trade- offs.
Dis cus sions with NATO and SHAPE staff
mem bers and na tional mili tary rep re sen ta -
tives to NATO head quar ters in di cated not
only that sup port for DGP ac tion plans would
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re quire in creased spend ing but also that
agree ment to do so would re main un likely.8 0

Surmounting the Cold Reality
of Constrained Resources:
Proposals for a Realistic

Counterproliferation Program
There are, how ever, al ter na tives worth

pur su ing that would give NATO an en hanced
an ti pro lif era tion ca pa bil ity with out break ing 
the bank—po liti cally as well as eco nomi cally.
Al though the work of the DGP was com pre -
hen sive, it is—in the cur rent po liti cal and fis -
cal cli mate—overly am bi tious, too ex pen sive,
and there fore un re al is tic. Those on go ing pro -
grams—al ready funded and vali dated for rea -
sons other than the pro lif era tion threat—ob -
vi ously should pro ceed. But for the near term
(within the next five years), a more achiev -
able (and sup port able) pro gram should en -
com pass three core ini tia tives: (1) col labo ra -
tive in tel li gence shar ing through the crea tion 
of a NATO Pro lif era tion Risk In tel li gence and
Analy sis Cen ter, (2) firm com mit ment to
truly co op era tive and col labo ra tive ef forts
and sup port of com mon fund ing and bur den
shar ing, and (3) re ori en ta tion of doc trine and 
crea tion of re al is tic train ing and ex er cises for
adapt ing se lec tive forces to op er ate in out- of-
 area WMD en vi ron ments.

Intelligence Sharing

We need to stop WMD attacks before they
occur—intelligence is the key.

—CPRC Report

The DGP re port rec om mended the de vel op -
ment of a com mon, cen tral ized da ta base con -
tain ing com pre hen sive in for ma tion on
WMD pro lif era tion and pro lif era tors. Al -
though sound and worth while, the rec om -
men da tion does not go far enough. NATO
needs a NATO- controlled, cen trally lo cated,
com monly funded, and po liti cally sup ported
in tel li gence and analy sis cen ter. The goal is to 
pro vide NATO pol icy mak ers with a fully in -

te grated in tel li gence cen ter that sup ports ef -
forts to pre vent the ac qui si tion of WMD, roll
back ex ist ing WMD pro grams and ca pa bili -
ties, deter the use of these weap ons against
NATO se cu rity in ter ests, and as sist in the ad -
ap ta tion of NATO mili tary forces to re spond
to the threat.

NATO has no in de pend ent intelligence-
 gathering func tion or ca pac ity of its own; in -
stead, it col lates and dis semi nates in tel li -
gence pro vided by na tional authori ties.8 1

Clearly, this pro ce dure is in ade quate. The US
Cen tral In tel li gence Agency (CIA) has al ready
formed a non pro lif era tion cen ter to help fo -
cus, among other things, US de vel op ment
and ac qui si tion of needed tech nolo gies and
sys tems. The United States should take the
lead in build ing a simi larly fo cused and fused
NATO Pro lif era tion Risk In tel li gence and
Analy sis Cen ter to sup port NATO re sponses to 
pro lif era tion threats. Such a cen ter would re -
ceive largely un fil tered, raw data from nu mer -
ous, di verse sources for analy sis by an ana lyti -
cal sup port team culled from the very best
in tel li gence ana lysts from all NATO na tions.

The United States has al ready shared bal lis -
tic mis sile early- warning in for ma tion with its
NATO al lies in con junc tion with the de vel op -
ment of a thea ter mis sile de fense (TMD).8 2

There is no rea son to as sume that—with an ef -
fort re flec tive of the same pa tience, com pro -
mise, and in ge nu ity dis played dur ing the cold 
war—the United States could not share other
in tel li gence data. One ex am ple is the un -
prece dented way in which in tel li gence is be -
ing shared and new com mer cially based
data- dissemination tech nolo gies are be ing
ex ploited dur ing the peacekeep ing op era -
tions in Bos nia.

The crea tion of such a cen ter would have
sev eral ad van tages. First, it would be a NATO
in stead of a na tional in tel li gence prod uct and
thus would have more credi bil ity, even if the
pri mary as sets used in col lect ing the in for ma -
tion were largely Ameri can. Sec ond, more in -
for ma tion would be avail able to clear up any
lin ger ing doubts about pro lif era tion risks.83

Third, Al li ance mem bers could use the cen ter
to col lect and ana lyze all in for ma tion from all 
sources (dip lo matic, mili tary, eco nomic, and
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law en force ment) that are cur rently, for the
most part, re spond ing in de pend ently to the
threat. Law en force ment agen cies, for ex am -
ple, have al ready es tab lished pro ce dures for
shar ing in for ma tion, and that in for ma tion
could be shared with NATO mili tary authori -
ties.

Fourth, data from in ter na tional or gani za -
tions such as the In ter na tional Atomic En ergy 
Agency (IAEA), which tracks and ana lyzes
cases of nu clear smug gling,8 4 could be made
avail able. In for ma tion gleaned from meet -
ings on the ex port con trol re gime—the Aus -
tra lia (chemi cal and bio logi cal) and Nu clear
Sup pli ers Group con sti tute the two prime ex -
am ples—would also be fun neled into the cen -
ter. In tel li gence prod ucts gen er ated by the
cen ter could be used by other na tional agen -
cies (e.g., cus toms agen cies) to help them in
their non pro lif era tion ef forts.

There are other ad van tages as well. A
NATO in tel li gence cen ter with its own as sess -
ment ca pa bil ity could re lieve po liti cal pres -
sure on coun tries such as France and Ger -
many to field their own in de pend ent
satellite- collection pro gram. They could can -
cel the prob lem atic He lios 2 and Ho rus sat el -
lite pro grams and save bil lions of dol lars.85

Im agery from Ameri can sat el lites would be
ana lyzed by French, Ger man, and other im -
agery spe cial ists, and es ti mates would be pre -
sented as Al li ance—not US—work prod ucts.
Col labo ra tive ef forts in de vel op ing the cen -
ter’s col lec tion ca pa bili ties could lead to
trans at lan tic co op era tion on sev eral in for ma -
tion sys tems, in clud ing US- European part ner -
ing on fu ture sat el lites. Part ner ing in the de -
vel op ment of such sat el lites might of fer more 
af ford able choices on both sides of the At lan -
tic. Cer tainly, any ini tial costs in curred by
crea tion of the cen ter will be more than off set 
by these sav ings.

Cooperative and Collaborative Efforts

The arrangements which the nations of the free
world have made for collective defense and mutual 
help are based on the recognition that the concept
of national self-sufficiency is now out of date. The
countries of the free world are interdependent and
only in genuine partnership, by combining their

resources and sharing tasks in many fields, can
progress and safety be found.

—US and UK Declaration of Common Purpose, 
1957

NATO has cre ated the JCP (which in cludes the 
DGP) to es tab lish a frame work for de fense ac -
tivi ties re lated to pro lif era tion, but true co op -
era tive ef forts in the full pano ply of needed
ca pa bili ties is lag ging. With the pos si ble ex -
cep tion of bal lis tic mis sile de fense,8 6 lit tle has
been done to cre ate a fully co op era tive ef fort
in im prov ing coun ter pro lif era tion ca pa bili -
ties. As ar gued here, shrink ing de fense bud-
 gets make it po liti cally un re al is tic for Al li ance 
mem bers to in de pend ently pur sue the nec es -
sary ca pa bili ties to com bat or de fend against
WMD pro lif era tion. In view of the high cost
of full im ple men ta tion of many of the DGP’s
ac tion plans, co op era tive and col labo ra tive
ven tures are both in evi ta ble and nec es sary.

Co op era tive pro grams are not new. One of
the origi nal pur poses of the DGP was to as -
simi late or at least co or di nate with other
groups within NATO that were work ing on
pro grams re lated to the coun ter pro lif era tion
ef fort and re di rect the fo cus of these groups to 
the ap proved work plan. A number of groups
have a re lated, com ple men tary role within
NATO. These in clude, but are by no means
lim ited to, the NATO Air De fense Com mit tee
(NADC), tasked with as sess ing the con cep tual 
and op era tional as pects of ex tended air de -
fense and bal lis tic mis sile de fense;8 7 the Con -
fer ence of Na tional Ar ma ments Di rec tors
(CNAD), a de fense re search group study ing
com mand, con trol, and com mu ni ca tions sys -
tems; and the NATO In dus trial Ad vi sory
Study Group (NIAG), which stud ies vari ous
tech nolo gies, con cepts, and co op era tive pro -
grams.88

NATO clearly needs to cre ate a group
whose sole pur pose is to over see col labo ra tive 
ef forts in the full range of coun ter pro lif era -
tion tech nol ogy ap pli ca tions. This “new” or -
gani za tion or group could sim ply be a reen er -
gized CNAD with more author ity and a clear
po liti cal man date to push for co op era tive
pro grams. It could also be a NATO- minus
group, or gan ized only with key na tions that
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have sig nifi cant ar ma ments in dus tries, hav -
ing the sole pur pose of fo cus ing on NATO
mili tary in ter de pend ence by pro vid ing in -
cen tives for suc cess ful ar ma ments and col -
labo ra tion on re search and de vel op ment
(R&D).

An other pos si bil ity is that the SGP could
as sume this re spon si bil ity. In that re gard, a
pro gram worth emu lat ing is the Tech ni cal
Co op era tion Pro gram (TCP)—a long- standing 
pro gram for col labo ra tive ef forts among the
United States, United King dom, Aus tra lia,
Can ada, and New Zea land. The TCP takes as
its prem ise the idea that no na tion pos sesses
the to tal re sources and in ge nu ity nec es sary to 
pro vide for its own de fense R&D needs. The
ob ject of the pro gram is straight for ward; it
pro vides

a means of acquainting the participating
nations with each other’s defense research and
development programs so that each national
program may be adjusted and planned in
cognizance of the efforts of the other nations.
This process . . . avoids unnecessary duplica-
tion, promotes concerted action and joint
research . . . and provides each nation with the
best technical information available for advice
to their governments on matters related to
defense research and development.89

Al though the TCP has no fund ing, it has
been suc cess ful be cause of a rec og ni tion of
mu tual de fense re quire ments and the will -
ing ness of the sub groups to col labo rate in
joint re search ac tivi ties through con sul ta -
tion, col lec tive de ci sions, and for mu la tion of
rec om men da tions for op era tion re quire -
ments.

Ob vi ously, NATO mem bers co op er ate on a 
va ri ety of proj ects and pro grams. Al though
co op era tive R&D pro grams do go on within
NATO (TMD be ing the most ob vi ous),90 no
or gan ized struc ture simi lar to the TCP cur -
rently ex ists to over see and help gen er ate co -
op era tive, col labo ra tive pro grams. Cre at ing
such a TCP- like pro gram would prove a force -
ful tool in prod ding and push ing Al li ance
mem bers into more pro duc tive and eco nomi -
cal col labo ra tive ef forts. This not only would
strengthen the coun ter pro lif era tion ef fort as
a whole but also would strengthen the po liti -

cal will of the Al li ance to work to gether. Fis cal 
re al ity is al ready forc ing Al li ance mem bers to
co op er ate on test ing and evalua tion of weap -
ons sys tems.91 Na tional de fense in dus tries are
also in the pain fully slow but in evi ta ble pro -
cess of merg ing to cre ate ef fi cien cies.9 2 A
struc tured pro gram simi lar to the TCP would
en hance NA TO’s pros pects for de vel op ing
needed ca pa bili ties at af ford able costs in an
en vi ron ment of maxi mum co op era tion.

Co op era tive ef forts should not be re -
stricted to R&D alone, of course. Re cently,
DOD formed “In ter na tional Co op era tive Op -
por tu nity Groups” to iden tify “pro grams for
in ter na tional co op era tion in the ar eas of ma -
jor sys tems, sci ence and tech nol ogy and ad -
vanced con cept tech nol ogy dem on stra tions
(ACT D’s).”93 Yet, sup port for such pro grams
within DOD is not wide spread, and co op era -
tive ar ma ments proj ects re main the sub ject of 
wide spread mis trust on both sides of the At -
lan tic. Nev er the less, the in evi ta bil ity of coa li -
tion war fare, cou pled with de clin ing de fense
ac qui si tion budg ets, makes cross- border
defense- procurement agree ments a po liti cal
and eco nomic im pera tive.

Es sen tially, NATO has three op tions for
fund ing and field ing any part of the am bi -
tious DGP pro gram. One en tails NA TO’s ask -
ing mem bers to pro cure nec es sary sys tems to
meet the iden ti fied short falls. Clearly, some
na tions will not be able to af ford or will be po -
liti cally un able to pur chase ex pen sive sys -
tems for rea sons de scribed ear lier. An other
op tion calls for na tions to share in pur chas ing 
sys tems to meet the ca pa bil ity short falls iden -
ti fied by the DGP. Not eve ry one par tici pates,
but costs are shared by those who do. One ex -
am ple is MEADS, ini tially a proj ect un der -
taken jointly by France, Ger many, It aly, and
the United States. When France dropped out
for budg et ary rea sons, the other three coun -
tries were able to launch the pro gram af ter re -
struc tur ing it and slightly in creas ing the per -
cent age in the shar ing of costs, hop ing that
France would even tu ally be able to re turn.94

The third op tion—the one en dorsed
here—is com mon fund ing, which en tails
mem bers con trib ut ing funds for NATO to
own a par ticu lar sys tem or as set out right. This 
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too is not un com mon. For cer tain ca pa bili ties 
such as ground sur veil lance—some thing
needed at all lev els within the spec trum of
con flict95—com mon own er ship is the most at -
trac tive, po liti cally and eco nomi cally. Hav -
ing each coun try agree to sup port pro rata
WMD re sponse ca pa bili ties will strengthen
the com mit ment of all mem bers to the pro -
gram and lower the cost for eve ry one—es pe -
cially those part ners who have com mit ted the 
most (and who have the most to lose) to re -
spond to the threat.96 Com mon fund ing and
own er ship would make the sale more pal at -
able to ci vil ian popu la tions of NATO coun -
tries, and ex pe ri ence sug gests that it would
ac cel er ate stan dardi za tion and in teroper abil -
ity.97

Doctrine and Training

Si vis pacem, para bellum. (If you want peace,
prepare for war.)

—Roman lesson of war

Com mand ers must now be gin to pre pare for
the pos si bil ity of hav ing to fight in re gional
out- of- area op era tions that will likely in volve
the use of WMD. Con se quently, the NAC
should di rect that the in ter na tional mili tary
staff, in con junc tion with the ma jor NATO
com mands, be gin the de vel op ment of re al is -
tic train ing situa tions for in di vidu als and
units, down to the low est lev els of train ing
and in doc tri na tion. Doc trine pub li ca tions
should be re viewed and re vised (or new ones
added) to in clude ma te rial about war fare in
WMD en vi ron ments. All com bined ex er cises
should in clude WMD events. The si lence of
cur rent stan dard ex er cise sce nar ios on this is -
sue98 is not a re al is tic ap proach for the area
(the Mid dle East) pri mar ily iden ti fied for
out- of- area de ploy ments.

The United States should take the lead in
ini ti at ing com bined WMD pro lif era tion ex er -
cises within NATO. Re cently, the Clin ton ad -
mini stra tion pro posed spend ing up to $23
mil lion to con duct re al is tic ex er cises in volv -
ing a nu clear ter ror ist in ci dent.99 Such ex er -
cises will lead to the de vel op ment of pro ce -
dures for re spond ing to pro lif era tion

con tin gen cies, such as com pati ble rules of en -
gage ment (ROE), and help build po liti cal
aware ness of the im por tance of plan ning,
train ing, and equip ping NATO forces to op er -
ate in WMD en vi ron ments. This will re quire
the US mili tary not only to ac cept the re al ity
of fight ing in a WMD en vi ron ment but also to 
plan, train, and equip for fight ing such a war.
As one ex pert noted, mili tary plan ners tend to 
dis count the value that NBC weap ons may
have to po ten tial pro lif era tors be cause, af ter
the cold war, they have much less value to the
United States.100

Go ing hand in hand with de vel op ing doc -
trine and train ing is the ques tion of what
forces would be com mit ted to such situa tions
and at what cost—po liti cally as well as eco -
nomi cally. All- member par tici pa tion in a
WMD risk en vi ron ment is prob lem atic be -
cause all coun tries have not in vested in the
ca pa bil ity (e.g., BW vac cines, ade quate pro -
tec tive cloth ing, etc.). Rather, Al li ance mem -
bers would choose to par tici pate in NATO
coun ter pro lif era tion ef forts à la carte rather
than ac cept the full po liti cal and mili tary
menu, based both on per cep tions of pre domi -
nantly na tional ver sus Al li ance in ter ests and a 
de sire to limit their roles and re spon si bili ties
in new and costly NATO pro grams.101

Na tions that have not made up- front in -
vest ments in these ca pa bili ties will have pre -
empted them selves from di rect par tici pa tion.
The rea sons are clear. In any out- of- area mis -
sion, all de ployed forces are po ten tial WMD
tar gets, whether they are logistical- support or
com bat forces. Con se quently, des ig nat ing
forces for out- of- area mis sions and fund ing
their train ing and equip ment be comes more
fis cally (and po liti cally) sup port able. If a
mem ber na tion chooses not to par tici pate di -
rectly, it would still be ob li gated to pro vide
po liti cal and pro rata fi nan cial sup port. The
ideal so lu tion, how ever, calls for a dedi cated
force al ready des ig nated and trained for these
types of mis sions. Fur ther, na tions that al -
ready have such com mit ments or that have
con trib uted or des ig nated forces to com bined 
NATO com mands (e.g., the CJTF or ARRC, dis -
cussed above) should fo cus their ef forts on
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train ing and equip ping only those forces for
fight ing in WMD en vi ron ments.

One way to en sure their par tici pa tion is to
have the United States fund the train ing and
nec es sary equip ment for forces des ig nated to
the combined- force com mand. Once the
United States has de vel oped and fielded the
ca pa bil ity, it would be ware housed for al lied
use. Do ing this would prove cheaper and po -
liti cally more at trac tive than ei ther go ing it
alone or pro vid ing ad di tional forces to make
up for those that could not par tici pate for
lack of such train ing or equip ment.

Conclusion: The Way Ahead
Everything in strategy is very simple, but that does
not mean that everything is very easy.

—Carl von Clausewitz

NATO has em barked on a pro gram that
will ful fill its strat egy for de feat ing the forces
of pro lif era tion, but the cur rent pro gram is
overly am bi tious and there fore un re al is tic. As 
ar gued here, more re al is tic op tions ex ist in
terms of cost and po liti cal sup port abil ity.
Those ini tia tives fo cus pri mar ily on in tel li -
gence (the first line of de fense against pro lif -
era tion); col labo ra tion and true co op era tion;
and iden ti fy ing, train ing, and equip ping
quan ti fi able but lim ited forces, based on the
fis cal re ali ties of fund ing ex pen sive coun ter -
pro lif era tion pro grams.

The DGP and its ef forts rep re sent a sig nifi -
cant mile stone in achiev ing po liti cal con sen -
sus on pro lif era tion risks and a strat egy for re -
sponse. The Al li ance, fi nally match ing its
po liti cal rheto ric, made a good start to wards
the de vel op ment of ade quate ca pa bili ties to
re spond to po ten tial ad ver sar ies. It has given
greater im pe tus to a number of NA TO’s on go -
ing ini tia tives, such as de vel op ing an ef fec -
tive air borne ground sur veil lance and TMD;
it has served as a use ful ve hi cle for sen si tiz ing
mem bers to the deadly po ten tial of WMD,
par ticu larly bio logi cal weap ons; and it has es -
tab lished a pri ori tized list by which the Al li -
ance can make al lo ca tion or re al lo ca tion de -
ci sions.102

Un for tu nately, mus ter ing the fis cal means
and sus tain ing the nec es sary po liti cal will to
take the ac tions pro posed are un likely in the
pres ent fis cal and po liti cal cli mate. The DGP
pro gram is a good one, and in a world that
sees the pro lif er ant threat as a world emer -
gency, it would have greater pub lic sup port
and chances of suc cess. Build ing a com bined
ap proach to the prob lem, how ever, will ne -
ces si tate more mod est pro grams in which the
United States will have to con tinue its lead
role. This will re quire mus ter ing the re quired
po liti cal sup port, shar ing in tel li gence as sets,
and un der tak ing truly co op era tive and col -
labo ra tive R&D ef forts.

The ini tia tives sug gested here would serve
as the ba sis for all fu ture co op era tive ef forts
and would pro vide the solid po liti cal foun da -
tion nec es sary for a suc cess ful coun ter pro lif -
era tion pro gram. First, crea tion of the pro -
posed Pro lif era tion Risk In tel li gence and
Analy sis Cen ter would serve as a cata lyst for
achiev ing the in for ma tion domi nance nec es -
sary for suc cess fully meet ing this chal lenge.
An in te grated in tel li gence cen ter would pro -
vide multi sour ced in for ma tion un en cum -
bered by the po liti cal bag gage as so ci ated with 
single- source in for ma tion and analy sis.

Sec ond, a fully co op era tive and col labo ra -
tive pro gram of R&D and a pro gram for the
ac qui si tion of equip ment nec es sary to de fend 
against and re spond to pro lif era tion risks
must be ini ti ated. The TCP model is a good
one. Achiev ing ef fi cien cies and low er ing
costs ar gue strongly for more col labo ra tive ef -
forts, even though other con cerns (such as
cur rent ar gu ments over the fu ture of na tional
de fense in dus tries) would make this con ten -
tious.

Fi nally, be cause not all Al li ance mem bers
are or will be able to pro duce the nec es sary
forces, ei ther now or in the fu ture, forces
within NATO must be iden ti fied, trained, and
equipped for op era tions in po ten tial WMD
en vi ron ments. Cre at ing and train ing such a
force can not be lim ited to re ac tive meas ures.
Given the po ten tial for ir ra tion al ity on the
part of many of to day’s po ten tial pro lif era -
tors, it would be fool ish to stand idly by while
one’s en emy de liv ers a fa tal blow, all the
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while hold ing firm to the false be lief that
over whelm ing coun ter forces are a suf fi cient
de ter rent.103 NATO must de velop the ca pa bil -
ity to fight with credi ble, combat- capable,
rap idly de ploy able war- fighting forces that
have the where withal and con fi dence to op -
er ate in a po ten tial WMD en vi ron ment. That
is the only fea si ble route to wards end ing the
gaps in our abil ity to re spond to and coun ter
any fu ture pro lif era tion con cerns.1 0 4

Suc cess de pends on NA TO’s pre par ed ness
to deal with pro lif era tion threats and

recogni tion of the es sen tial as pect of adapt ing 
to the new se cu rity en vi ron ment.105 Meet ing
the chal lenge of pro lif era tion is one of the
most vex ing se cu rity prob lems the United
States and NATO will face for many years to
come. It will re quire a truly dedi cated ef fort
if it is to suc ceed. US lead er ship cou pled with
ef fec tive and timely in tel li gence, a mili tary
ca pa bil ity to re spond ef fec tively to pro lif era -
tion threats, and con fi dence in the solid po -
liti cal sup port—and will—of all mem bers of
the Al li ance will ul ti mately stand the best
chance of elimi nat ing this scourge on man -
kind.  
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